
STOP 



Early Journal Content on JSTOR, Free to Anyone in the World 

This article is one of nearly 500,000 scholarly works digitized and made freely available to everyone in 
the world by JSTOR. 

Known as the Early Journal Content, this set of works include research articles, news, letters, and other 
writings published in more than 200 of the oldest leading academic journals. The works date from the 
mid-seventeenth to the early twentieth centuries. 

We encourage people to read and share the Early Journal Content openly and to tell others that this 
resource exists. People may post this content online or redistribute in any way for non-commercial 
purposes. 

Read more about Early Journal Content at http://about.jstor.org/participate-jstor/individuals/early- 
journal-content . 



JSTOR is a digital library of academic journals, books, and primary source objects. JSTOR helps people 
discover, use, and build upon a wide range of content through a powerful research and teaching 
platform, and preserves this content for future generations. JSTOR is part of ITHAKA, a not-for-profit 
organization that also includes Ithaka S+R and Portico. For more information about JSTOR, please 
contact support@jstor.org. 



THE 



CATHOLIC LAYMAN. 



-IS55SSW!5W«W95BWWW»W»WWW**! 



THoit. &o Olna an rna hdnouib, asur rfoocain ain an ocalam oeajcoil Do na odoinib. 

^ ' Uall. 14. 



PUBLISHED THE MIDDLE OF EVERT MONTH, AT 9, UPPER SACKVILLE-STREET, DUBLIN. 



Vol. V.— No. 58. 



OCTOBER 17, 1856. 



Annual Subscription, 3s. 6d. ; Unstamped 
Copies, 3d. each. Payable In Advance. 



CONTENTS. 



The Eucharist 
Image Worship in Scripture 
The See of St Peter- Na IIL 
The Dump Village— Chap. III. 



Page. 
. 109 
. Ill 
. Ill 
. 113 



The Coronation of the Image of Notre Dame de Verdelaia In 
France .... .... 115 

The Creed of Pope Plus IV., 9th December, 1564. . . 116 

Cobbisfokdiuce : 

On the Invocation of Saints and Angela, by "An Inquirer 

after Truth" U* 

On the Supremacy of St. Peter, by " An Old Reader" . 118 

What ia a Protestant, by " A Member of the Reformed 
Catholic Church" ...... 119 

Is it well to hear both sides? by "Pit Murray, of West- 

meath" 119 

Farming Operations for October ..... 119 



THE EUCHARIST. 

There ia a point on which those who care about religion 
and those who do not are pretty well agreed, and that is, 
that it is very much to be deplored that there should be so 
many disputes among Christians on religious subjects. 
Those who care little about religion are apt to condemn 
all parties to a religious controversy as a set of fools who 
fall together by the ears about matters of no consequence, 
when they ought to be peaceably engaged in making 
money, or in amusing themselves in some quiet way which 
would not disturb their neighbours. And even those who 
do acknowledge the vast importance of many of the sub- 
jects in debate in religious controversies must feel that all 
controversy and dispute is an evil, though, perhaps, an una- 
voidable evil. 

We, ourselves, are persuaded that beings who believu 
that they have immortal souls ought to think it as im- 
portant to discuss the question of their eternal salvation 
as to discuss some of those questions of pounds, shillings, 
and pence which are deemed by the world as of such im- 
mense value ; but we know also that such discussions can 
be of no good unless conducted in a calm and kind spirit, 
free from all angry dispute and all offensive bitterness. It 
is much to be regretted that men should allow their earthly 
passions to get the better of them, even when they are 
talking of the things of heaven ; still more is it to be re- 
gretted that men should so often lose their tempers in 
dispute, without ever taking the trouble to find what it is 
that their adversary really believes. They impute to their 
opponent the holding some frightful heresy, and forth- 
with put him outside the pale of all Christian charity, with- 
out ever troubling themselves to inquire seriously whether 
he really hold the offensive doctrine or not. It has always 
been our expectation and our aim that the paper we are 
conducting should, by enabling Protestants and Roman 
Catholics each to hear what the other has to say for him- 
self, bring both parties to a more kindly feeling towards 
each other than when they were merely separated by blind 
prejudice, and were ignorant what their opponents main- 
tained. 

One very important reason why theological disputants 
should take pains to listen to what their opponents have to 
say is, that it may, sometimes, be the case that there is no 
real difference between them after all ; that their whole 
dispute may be only about words ; and that they would 
come to an agreement if they only understood one another. 

The great philosopher, Locke, has been particularly active 
in warning men to be on their guard lest, when they think 
they are disputing about things, they may be in reality 
only disputing about words. He tells us a story, for ex- 
ample, how he was one day in an assembly of physicians who 
were disputing warmly whether any liquor passed through 
the nerves or not. The discussion went on with animation 
until, at last, Locke interrupted them by asking them to 
explain what they meant by the word liquor. At first 
they were astonished at being called on to explain so 
common a word, yet, when they were brought to lift the 
matter to the bottom, they found that they were all agreed 
in holding the notion that some very subtle fluid passed 



along the nerves, and that the only point on which they 
differed was whether the word liquor conld properly be 
applied to this fluid or not, a matter which, on considera- 
tion, they did not think worth fighting about. 

We are very far from saying that the matters in dis- 
pute between the Church of England and the Church 
of Rome are mere questions of words ; yet we are sure 
that, in many cases a wrong use of words has aggravated 
their differences, and that the first step towards agreement 
must be a mutual understanding as to the sense of the 
words which they employ. We suppose, for instance, 
that there is no subject on which the two churches appear, 
at first sight, more widely at variance than on the subject of 
the encharist. The Roman Catholic condemns the Pro- 
testant doctrine as at variance with the plain words of Scrip- 
ture, while the Protestant rejects the doctrine of transub- 
stantiation as absurd, and contradicted by the evidence of the 
senses ; yet we think that we can show even on this unpro- 
mising subject, that the difference between the Protestant 
and Roman Catholic has been greatly aggravated by a differ- 
ence about words, and that if Roman Catholics would only 
express their real sentiments in words used in their common 
acceptation, they would be forced to adopt nearly the same 
language as that employed by Protestants. 

Let it not bu supposed that we consider the wrong use 
of words as an unimportant error. Our thoughts are in- 
fluenced by our words to an extent that we are scarcely 
aware of; and any one, who makes a habit of using a 
common word in an unusual sense, is very likely to con- 
found the two meanings of the word in his reasonings 
and to argue as if that which was true of the word in one 
of its senses was also true of it in the other. We shall show 
further on how this has been the case with regard to the 
eucharist, and how an improper use of words has led to 
errors on questions of fact ; but before we enter into the 
discussion as to which party is in the right, we wish to 
state clearly what the viewsof both parties are ; for wehope 
that if we can show how much there is on this subject on 
which Protestants and Roman Catholics agree, and what 
are the exact points of difference, we shall do something 
towards enabling Roman Catholics to look with more 
charity on the doctrines of Protestants with respect to 
this subject, even if they cannot bring themselves to agree 
with them. 

Roman Catholics generally know so little of the doctrine 
of the Church of England that they are usually astonished 
when they come to hear, for the first time, the language 
which that Church uses in her formularies with reference 
to the Eucharist. They think there must be some 
mistake, when, for example, they read in the Church of 
England Catechism the answer to the question, What is the 
inward part or thing signified in the Lord's Supper ? 
Answer — "The Body and Blood of Christ, which are verily 
and indeed taken and received by the faithful in the Lord's 
Supper ;" or when they are shown the words of the article 
"To such as rightly, worthily, and with faith receive the 
same, the bread which we break is a partaking of the 
body of Christ, and the cup of blessing is a partaking of 
the blood of Christ." 

From a want of knowledge of the doctrine of the Church 
of England, it happens also that Roman Catholics bring 
forward many passages from the fathers as if they were 
decisive in favour of the doctrine of transuhstantiation, 
whereas, in reality, the passages cited often use no stronger 
language than that employed either in the formularies of 
the Church of England or in the writings of her standard 
divines. 

Roman Catholics, in short, are taught to suppose that 
Protestants recognize nothing in the sacrament but die 
mere outward part ; that they can see in the Lord's Supper 
plain bread and wine, and nothing more. This is a com- 
plete distortion of the Protestant doctrine. We hold the 
sacraments not to be mere church rites, appointed by human 
authority : we regard them as covenanted means of grace 
instituted by our Lord himself. We teach that a sacra- 
ment consists of two parts. There is, indeed, the outward 
and visible sign ; but besides this there is also the inward 
and spiritual grace. The reader has already heard what 
that grace is in the case of the Lord's Supper. The 
Church of England teaches that he who rightly, wor- 
thily, and with faith receives that holy sacrament has not 
merely taken common bread and wine, bat has been made 



partaker of the very body and blood of Christ ; has spi- 
ritually eaten the flesh of Christ and drunk his blood ; is one 
with Christ, and Christ with him. 

And the language of the standard divines of the 
Church of England agrees completely with that of her 
formularies. We quote from Hooker, a divine whose 
high authority is acknowledged by all parties in tbe 
Church of Kngland, the following account of the benefits 
received by the right partaking of this sacrament : 
" It is on all sides plainly confessed — first, that this sa- 
crament is a true and a real participation of Christ, who 
thereby imparteth Himself, even his whole, entire per- 
son as a mystical Head, unto every soul that receiveth 
Him, and that every such receiver doth, thereby, incor- 
porate or unite himself unto Christ, as a mystical member 
of Him . yea, of them also whom He acknowledged to 
be his own. Secondly, — that, to whom the person of 
Christ is thus communicated, to them He giveth, by the 
same sacrament, his Holy Spirit to sanctify them, as it 
sanctifieth Him who is their head. Thirdly,— -that wbat- 
ever merit, force, or virtue soever there is in hit sacrificed 
body and blood, we freely, fully, and wholly have it by 
this sacrament. Fourthly, — that the effect thereof in us 
is a real transmutation of our souls and bodies from sin to 
righteousness; from death and corruption to immor- 
tality and life. Fifthly,— that, because the sacrament, 
being, of itself, but a corruptible and earthly creature, 
must needs be thought an unlikely instrument to work 
so admirable effects in man, we are, therefore, to rest 
ourselves altogether upon the strength of his glorious 
power, who is able and will bring to pass that the bread 
and cup which He giveth us shall be truly the thing He 
promiseth. 

" It seemeth, therefore, much amiss that against them 
whom they term sacramentaries so many invective dis- 
courses are made, all running upon two points, that 
the Eucharist is not a bare sign or figure only, and that 
the efficacy of his body and blood is not all we receive in 
this sacrament. For no man having read their books 
and writings, which are thus traduced, can be ignorant 
that both these assertions they plainly confess to be most 
true. They do not so interpret the words of Christ as 
if the name of his body did impart but the figure of his 
body, and "to be," were only " to signify," his blood. 
They grant that these holy mysteries, received in due 
manner, do instrumentally both make us partakers of 
the grace of that body and blood which were given for 
the life of the world, and, besides, also impart unto us 
even in true and real, though mystical, manner, the very 
person of our Lord himself, whole, perfect, and entire, 
as hath been showed." Hooker's Ecc. Pol. book v. ch. 
Ixvii., 7-8. 

We quote further the language freely employed by 
Protestants in their devotional writings, andwhichis such, 
that if such passages were found in the w orks of any ancient 
Father, the author would be claimed by Roman Catholics 
as fully expressing their sentiments. We purposely 
quote from writers, who can be suspected of no leaning 
towards Romanism : — 

" Hail, sacred feast which Jesus makes, 
Rich banquet of his flesh and blood. 
Thrice happy he who here partakes 
That sacred stream, that heavenly food." * 
The following are from the well-known Protestant 
Hymns of Dr. Isaac Watts : — 

Hymn vi. b. 3. 
" The Lord of life this table spread, 
With his own flesh and dying blood." 
Hymn xvii. 
" Thi» soul-reviving wine, 
Dear Saviour, ia thy blood ; 
We thank tbat sacred flesh of thin* 
For this immortal food." 
Hymn xviii. 
" And here we drink our Saviour's blood, 
We thank thee, Lord, 'tis generous wins 
Mingled with love, the fountain flowed, 
From that dear bleeding heart of thine. 

Hymnrix. 
" Thy blood, like wine, adorns thy board, 
i And thine own flesh feeds every guest." 



• See nrrt Hymn for the Holy Communion at the end of the Book « 
Common Prayer— "My God, and ia toy table spread." 
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Ijnii mill, 
"fitting arouad oar Fatlitt'sfcaard, 
W» raise am tuneful kaestft; 
Our faith laftioWs our tl"M Lord, 
And dooms our sins te> oeatti; 

" We see the blood of Jesus shed, 
Whence all our pardons rise ; 
The sinner view* tbe atonement made, 
And loves the sacrifice.*' 
After reading the quotations we have given, there are, 
we doubt not, many of our Roman Catholic readers who 
will ask with surprise whether this be the doctrine really 
held by Protestants, and whether we intend to make 
out that there is no difference between the Churches of 
England and Rome on the Lord's Sappier. Weanswer 
thai there is a difference, and a very important differ- 
ence ; and we proceed to explain what that difference is. 
We have seen that with regard to the inward and 
spiritual grace of the holy sacrament the Protestant is 
willing to use language as high as any which the Roman 
Catholic desires to employ. The difference is with re- 
gard to the outward and visible sign. The Church of 
England, in answer to the question, "What is the out- 
ward part or sign in the Lord's Supper ?" replies, " Bread 
and wine, which the Lord hath commanded to be re- 
ceived." The Church of Rome, on the contrary, teaches 
that after consecration there remains in the Eucharist 
no bread and wine, these elements being wholly tran- 
substantiated into the body and blood of Christ. We 
may observe in passing that members of the Church of 
England find this Roman Catholic statement inconsistent 
with their whole notion of a sacrament ; for their very 
definition of a sacrament requires that it shall include 
two parts — an outward and visible sign, and an inward 
and spiritual grace. But the Roman Catholic theory of 
the Eucharist annihilates the outward and visible sign, 
and leaves the body and blood of our Lord to be dis- 
cerned by faith alone, without having its presence indi- 
cated by any other substance as its outward and visible 
sign. 

Without, however, delaying to discuss this point, and 
before we enter upon the discussion whether the Roman 
Catholic theory of the Eucharist be true, we must say 
that the questions which that theory raises are, in the 
highest degree, unpractical. As to the value of that 
blessed sacrament all are agreed : all own that in it 
Christ does perform his promise to give his body and 
blood to his faithful people. Is it not enough, then, 
thankfully to receive this great benefit without Taising 
perplexing questions how this is done ? ' What profit is 
it to raise a discussion as to what the consecrated elements 
arc in themselves hefore they are received? All the 
doctrines revealed in Scripture are of an eminently 
practical character; little is told us merely to gratify 
our curiosity on speculative points. With regard to 
God himself, we are told little as to what He is in Him- 
self, though the Bible i3 full of information as to what 
He is towards us, what He has done for us, and what 
are our duties towards Him. And so, in like manner, 
we should expect that the Scripture revelations con- 
cerning the Eucharist would make known to us, not so 
much what it is in itself as what it is to us, what bene- 
fits it confers on us, and what is our duty in respect to 
it. And, at least, supposing that we hold right views 
on all these latter subjects, it would seem that we should 
believe all that it practically concerns us to know, the 
remaining point at issue being clearly a mere question 
of speculation. Chemists may dispute with each other 
how it is that the ordinary food which we eat nourishes 
our bodies ; and yet all the time plain, ignorant people 
eat and are nourished without knowing by what process 
the food they take ministers to this result. Roman 
Catholics may easily satisfy themselves of the high 
value which Protestants set on the sacrament of the 
Lord's Supper. May they not, then, charitably believe 
that a Protestant who approaches the Lord's table, 
desiring there to receive the heavenly food provided for 
his soul's nourishment, will not fail to receive the benefit 
of that sacrament, even though he be in ignorance or 
in error on the point what these consecrated elements 
are in themselves, or hour they convey grace to the soul 
of the receiver. 

Let it not be supposed', however, that t hequestions con- 
nected with the doctrine of transubstanriation, now that 
they have been raised, are such asaPiotestant can leave un- 
touched. We hope to steow in the sequel of this article 
that the consequences to which this doctrine has been 
pushed have led to do wnrighw idolatry, and to a disho- 
nouring of the sacrifice of Christ ©tiered on the cross 
once for all. But what we say is, that the Church of 
Rome ought never to have raised these questions, and 
that she ought to have contented herself with what 
Scripture teaches as to the communion of Christ by the 
faithful in the sacrament, a point on which no difference 
of opinion exists. 

The object of what we have said is to dispose Roman 
Catholics to look with less prejudice on the views of 
Protestants with reference to the Eucharist; to show 
that with regard to the spiritual benefit of die ordinance, 
which must be regarded as the principal practical 
point, the Protestant believes as much as they. And we 
proceed to give them a further reason for looking with in- 
dulgence on the opinions of Protestants with regard to this 



sacrament, fcj showing thai rf Roma* Catholics -would . 
tnly express their real sentiments in the common re- 
ceived language of the country, they aculd not be found 
to differ from the Protestaat opinions; 

The great point at issue is, as we have said, whether 
the outward and visible sign in this sacrament be bread 
and wine or not ? whether the elements remain bread 
and wine after consecration ? What if it should appear 
that this is in some respects a verbal question, and one 
which could admit of no dispute, if both parties were 
agreed what is meant by the word " bread." Our 
readers will, probably, be startled at hearing it made a 
question whether they know what is meant by so 
common a word ; but we think we shall be able to show 
them that all the controversy on this topic takes its 
origin from the fact that Roman Catholic scientific 
theologians use the word " bread" in quite a different 
sense from that in which it is employed by ordinary 
people. 

Most Protestants, and, indeed, the great mass of Ro- 
man Catholics too (at least of those who have not a 
scientific acquaintance with the doctrines of their reli- 
gion), suppose that the Roman Catholic Church teaches 
that the senses do in some manner deceive us with regard 
to the Eucharist ; that they falsely present to us all the 
appearance and qualities of bread, when, if they did 
their work right, they ought to present to us the ap- 
pearance and qualities of our Lord's body. Many 
legends are told in the Roman Catholic Church how the 
priest, when consecrating, has occasionally been mira- 
culously enabled to see in the Host the form of a sleep- 
ing babe, or, when breaking, the Host, to have perceived 
that he was really dividing flesh, and that drops of blood 
have fallen as he was breaking it. The popular notion 
is that what has been thus occasionally discovered mira- 
culously is what in reality always takes place, and is what 
we should always perceive if only our senses did their work 
aright. Now, this is an error. The true doctrine of the 
Church of Rome is, that our senses rightly present to us 
in the Eucharist the taste of bread, the look of bread, 
the smell of bread, and so forth, and that if our senses 
were miraculously improved to the highest imaginable 
degree they would not make a different report to us — 
that the highest angel, or the Blessed Virgin herself, can 
see nothing but the appearance of bread in this sacra- 
ment, and that if the appearance of a babe or of flesh 
arc seen that it is no longer the sacrament. 

In proof of this, we quote from Eaber on the Eucharist, 
page 206 — "Take the most practised eye of any one of 
God's greatest saints, expert in visions and extacies, and 
in all the sights and sounds, the apparitions and locations 
of mystical theology, let it be purified with the most 
unheard of mortifications, and fortified with a celestial 
light, and all is in vain. It can see nothing. There 
is no possible power of vision that ban "be given to it 
that will enable it to see our Lord in the Blessed Sacra- 
ment. Let death come ; let all the restrictions of this 
life, and its imperfect use of the senses pass away ; let 
the resurrection of the just be anticipated for that saint, 
and let his body bloom in no common measure with the 
gifts of glory, and the brilliant awakening of unknown 
senses and of marvellous dormant powers ; and let the 
light of glory, the medium in which the blessed Trinity 
is visible, float like an atmosphere about the glorified 
saint, and yet his corporal eye can see in the Host no 
more than ours. It is not gifted to pierce that veil. 
The eye of the Immaculate Mother herself is turned 
upon the Blessed Sacrament, and meets only the clouds 
and darkness that are round about our Lord. The body 
of Jesus, in its own species, at the right hand of God, 
she sees, and adores, and feeds her gaze upon ; but the 
same body, under the sacramental species, she beholds 
not. The angels have no vision by which they can 
discern it ; like the blessed, they see it only by intelli- 
gence in their vision of the divine essence. The devils 
know it, feel it, fear it, are stupefied by it ; but tbey can- 
not profane the sanctuary of that incomparable darkness. 
Some doctors have thought that, even by the absolute 
power of God, no corporal eye could be strengthened to 
behold our Lord livisg visibly unextended beneath the 
accidents. **»»*• 

Bat if this be so, if the seal of this secrecy be never 
broken, what is to be said of these apparitions [in the 
sacrament] ? Do they not break the secret ? Are they 
not our LoVd himself? Most certainly they are not. * 
It is a law of the sacrament that as soon as the sacra- 
mental species cease to exist, the body of our Lord 
ceases to exist beneath them. Thus, if He were to break 
through the species, and snow Himself as a visible infant, 
with the accidents of an infant and its dimensions, He 
would eease to be in the Blessed Sacrament, and the 
Host out of whieh he had thus broken forth would cease 
to be tha Blessed Sacrament, in virtue of his own law. 
The apparition, therefore, is not our Blessed Lord him- 
self. 

" Again, wherever our Lord's body is, it is in one of two 
ways— -either in bis own proper species in heavenly glory, 
or, without dimensions, under the sacramental species. 
And under the sacramental species He is as He was the 
day He ascended to heaven. Hence, if He appeared as 
a veritable infant He would appear under a third species, 
which is impossible. He was once an infant, but He is 
not so now, either in His proper species in heaven, or 



wader theapeeiee of ti>a«acrament{ for, if He rfere under 
tha sacrajBenuri speeiet as an infamt, the vfttole truth of 
the sacraatent would be destroyed." 

We base made this long quotation from a Roman 
Catholic; wri t er who has taken particular pains to state 
with accuracy the doctrine of his Church, because it puts 
in a clear point of view the statement we wish to put 
forward. The Church of Rome teaches that the conse- 
crated Host tastes like bread, feels like bread, looks like 
bread ; not only this, but that it ought so to taste, and feel, 
and look ; that no created being can discern in it any 
different appearance, and that if it had a different appear- 
ance it would cease to he the body of our Lord, 

Well, then, a Protestant may say, if this is your doc- 
trine, what are you fighting about ? If a thing has all 
the appearances and qualities of bread, that's what I call 
bread ; and I know no other meaning of the word bread 
than the thing which has these appearances and proper- 
ties, with which we are all familiar. I can understand 
that if a thing looked or smelt like bread, hut did not feel 
like bread, then I could not call it bread, because it would 
not have all the qualities of bread: or, again, if it appeared 
like bread to my senses, but not to those of others, then, 
again, I should admit that I ought not to call it bread, 
since it could still not have all the properties of real bread. 
But you teach that this object possesses every property 
and every quality of real bread — that it does so, not only 
to my perceptions, but also to those of every other created 
being. Why, then, am I to say it is not bread ? It would 
be a contradiction in terms if I were to give it any other 
name, since, as 1 have said, the only definition I know for 
the word bread is " the object which possesses such and 
such appearances and qualities." 

Well, the only answer a scientific Roman Catholic 
theologian could make to this would be, that he adopted 
quite a different definition of the word bread. He would 
say that ' bread is that which possesses the substance of 
bread.' We must do our best to explain to our readers 
this statement, although it i3 no easy matter to make in- 
telligible the subtleties of an exploded philosophy. 

All that our senses can tell us respecting any object is, 
to make known to us some of its properties. Our senses 
may tell us that it is red, or white, or blue ; that it is round 
or square, heavy or light, or so forth. And, of course, 
we speak of these qualities of roundness, whiteness, &c., 
as distinct from the object itself, which, we say, is that 
which possesses these qualities. Now, the way in which 
the old scholastic philosophy represented this matter was, 
that every body had its substance, which was a kind of 
support for all its accidents or properties, which were 
imagined to inhere or stick in the Bubstance, like almonds 
in a chancellor's pudding. The reader mast be careful 
not to understand by this word "substance" anything like 
what we in common speech imply by"the word ; fiWBOihing 
can be less substantial. Hardness, and solidity, ancT'size, 
and such like properties which enter into our popular 
notion of substance, are all only qualities, quite distinct 
from what the schoolmen meant by substance, this last 
being only the unknown support of these qualities. What 
these substances are in themselves apart from their quali- 
ties we can never form the least idea. Our senses can 
show us nothing but the qualities and properties of bodies. 
If we had a hundred new senses we should possess a know- 
ledge of an immense number of new properties of bodies, 
but we should be as far off as ever from knowing anything 
about their substances. Instead of defining a particular 
substance as " that which is round, and white, and heavy," 
we should be able to add to our definition, " and which 
also possesses certain other properties." But still we 
should be as far off as ever from knowing anything of a 
substance opart from its properties. The substance is 
something which we cannot possibly discern by our senses, 
and is distinct from any quality or property the body either 
possesses or can potsibly possess. 

We are afraid we have not made it very clear what the 
schoolmen meant by the word substance ; and though this 
may be but perhaps a matter of small consequence to oar 
Protestant readers, it is a serious one enough to Roman 
Catholics ; for, unless they know what is meant by this 
word, substance, they cannot understand the doctrine of 
trausubstantiation. In fact, when the schoolmen set 
themselves to reduce to a scientific shape the grots 
literal interpretation of the words " This is my body," 
they found that they could not reasonably maintain 
that the consecrated elements were two things at the same 
time. If tbey were tbe literal body of Christ tbey could 
not be bread. And yet, how was it possible to hold that 
they ceased to be bread, when our senses testified that 
every quality and property of bread remained ? In this 
dilemma this mysterious dectrine of " substances" fortu- 
nately came to their aid, and the theory which they pro- 
posed, and which has been adopted by the Qhurchof Rome, 
is, mat the bread retains all its properties and qualities, but 
that it loses its substance after consecration. 

And a very safe theory this is ; for since, as we have 
already explained, no one can see a substance, or taste a 
substance, or feel a substance (in their sense of the word), 
nobody wonki miss a substance if it was gone; and, on the 
other hand, if any one chose to assert that the substaate of 
any body was gone, nobody could contradict hira. Well, 
then, without discussing whether this mysterious change 
takes place er not, we say that in any case, still the consc- 
secrated elements, according to the use of language, ought 
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to be called bread. In fact, we give names to things 
solely in reference to their sensible qualities, and not in 
reference to those " substances" of which we can know 
nothing. If every "substance" in the universe were anni- 
hilated, and if the sensible qualities still remained ; if things 
looked the same and felt the same and tasted the same, 
we should never miss the loss of these substances, and we 
should give to every object the same name as before. 

If it were really the case that what had been the 
Lord's body assumes all the sensible appearances of 
bread, the proper way of describing the change would 
be, not that bread had become the body of the Lord, 
but that the body of the Lord had become bread. To 
employ an illustration used in a former number, when 
Moses threw down his rod, and it assumed the appear- 
ance and properties of a serpent, we describe the change 
by saying that Moses' rod became a serpent. It might 
have retained still the substance of Moses' rod, for all we 
know to the contrary, but, when once it possessed the 
appearance and properties of a serpent, we give it the 
name of a serpent, since our only definition of a serpent 
is an animal that possesses "certain appearances and 
certain properties." In like manner that which possesses 
the appearance and properties of bread is entitled to the 
name of bread, and it is a contradiction in terms to as- 
sert that while it possesses the qualities of bread it is 
bread no longer. We shall not continue this philoso- 
phical discussion, of which our readers may well be weary; 
but we propose in another article to show that the Scrip- 
tures and the Fathers know nothing of these modern 
subtleties, but that they freely apply to the elements 
after consecration the terms bread and wine. And we 
mean to show also how the abuse of language committed 
by the scholastic divines has led to real and grave errors. 



IMAGE WORSHIP IN SCRIPTURE. 
In our last number we showed from the writings of the 
early fathers that the worship of images was not allowed 
in the early Church. In connection with that article, we 
will show what the teaching of Scripture is about worship 
of images, that our readers may see where the early 
lathers learned their opinion and practice. 

We should like our readers to understand clearly what 
the exact difference is between Protestants and Roman 
Catholics respecting the worship of images, in order that 
they might judge which side is supported by Scripture. 
But here we are in a great difficulty. We can say that all 
Protestants hold that we are only to worship the persons 
of the Holy Trinity, and that we are not to use any image 
in worshipping the Trinity. But we cannot tell with equal 
distinctness what the doctrine of the Church of Rome is 
about the worship of images, because the Church of Rome 
has no settled doctrine about how images may be used in 
worship. Roman Catholics must form their own notion 
of that, without infallible direction. Infallibility has nut 
undertaken to preserve men from committing idolatry. 

One party in the Church of Rome holds that we are 
Only to worship before the image, but that it is idolatry to 
give to the image itself the worship due to what the image 
represents. 

Another party says that we are to give to the image the 
came worship which is due to what is represented by the 
image, and that it is heresy to deny this. 

Thus one party calls the other idolators ; and that party 
calls the first heretics. 

The Council of Trent did not dare to decide between 
these parties. It could only say that " due veneration" 
was to be given to inuges, but durst not decide what vene- 
ration was due. It is still lawful for bishops and priests in 
the Church of Rome to teach, as they have formerly taught, 
that the same worship which is due to Christ himself is to 
be given to the image of Christ. Those Roman Catholics 
who think that this is idolatry must admit that the Church 
of Rome has silently allowed bishops and priests to teach 
this idolatry, and has not censured or forbidden them. 

We cannot, therefore, state exactly what the doc- 
trine of the Church of Rome is about the worship 
due to images. If any of our Roman Catholic correspon- 
dents can, we shall be very glad to publish it. We can 
only say that the Church of Rome allows the use of images 
in some way in the worship of God and of Jesus Christ, 
and does not forbid the worship due to God and to Christ 
being given to their images ; while Protestants say it is 
forbidden to use images at all in the worship of God. 

We have some striking instances in Scripture of images 
having been used in the worship of the true God, and in 
every case such worship has been treated as idolatry. 

The first case is that of the golden caif, which Aaron 
and the Israelites made. It is clear that Aaron and the 
people intended to worship the true God by means of that 
image ; yet this worship was treated as idolatry, and pu- 
nished by God. We take the account from the 32nd chap- 
ter of Exodus in the Douay Bible. 

Verse 1. " And the people, seeing that Mose, delayed 
to come down from the Mount, gathering together against 
Aaron, said : Arise, make us gods that may go before us ; 
for as to this Moses, the man that brought us out of the 
land of Egypt, we know not what has befallen him." 

Observe, that the words " gods" in the Hebrew is a word 
never simply applied to the true God, but only to subor- 
dinate gods, or to idols, or to images, or to rulers. * 

* Aaio Gen. Hi. 6; xxxl. 30; nl«. 2. Kxodna xxil. 28. 1 Sam. 
xxrui 13. ] Kings xii. 18. Nebemian tx. Is. See Trommii Con- 
dordantbe— Vol. I., 74*. 



Then Aaron made the golden calf. (Verses 2-4.) (The 
same observation applies to the words, " these are thy 
gods.") 

Verse 5. " And when Aaron saw this, he built an altar 
before it, and made proclamation by a crier's voice, say- 
ing : To-morrow is the solemnity of the Lord." 

Observe, here, that the word "Lord" is "Jehovah" in 
the Hebrew. It is clear, therefore, that the Israelites did 
not mean to forsake the worship of Jehovah : they still 
meant to worship Him, and Him only ; but they meant to 
worship Him before the golden calf, and by means of it. 
The Israelites and Aaron were not so stupid as to think 
that it was the figure of a calf which they had made that 
day which had brought them out of Egypt some months 
before. They meant it for au image of the true God, who 
had brought them out. They did not want to serve any 
other God but Jehovah ; but whereas they thought they 
had lost Moses, the man who nsed to speak to them from 
God, they now wanted to have some visible representation 
of that same God. In fact, they only wanted to worship 
the true God by means of this image ; yet this was pu- 
nished as idolatry ; for this Moses broke the tables of the 
covenant which God had given (verso 19) ; and for this 
" the Lord struck the people for the guilt, on occasion of 
the calf which Aaron had made." (Verse 35.) 

In verse 8, and in some other places of Scripture, it is 
said they worshipped the calf; but this does not mean 
that it was their intention to worship the calf as being 
itself God. It is clear they meant to worship Jehovah 
before the calf. Bnt the Scripture calls this " worshipping 
the calf ;" and justly so, because God would not have that 
worship ; He left it to the calf before which it was offered. 
Thus, David says, " They made also a calf in Horeb ; and 
they adored the graven thing." But it follows in the next 
verse, " They changed their glory into the likeness of a 
calf that eateth grass.'' Where it is evident that they 
meant the calf for a representation of God. (Psal. cv., v. 
19, 20, Douay Bible ; Ps. cvi., Protestant version.) 

In like manner, St. Stephen said in his speech in the 
7th chapter of the Acts (v. 41, 42), " They made a calf in 
those days, and offered sacrifice to the idol, and rejoiced 
in the works of their own hands. And God turned and 
gave them up to worship the host of Heaven ;" that is, the 
sun, and the moon, and the stars. It is evident that St. 
Stephen meant in those two verses that Jecousethey com- 
mitted a lesser sin of idolatry, God gave them up to fall 
into a greater sin of idolatry ; which can only mean that 
because they worshipped the true God by an image, God 
gave them up to worship thnigs which were not God, such 
as the sun, the moon, and the stars. 

It is clear that the Israelites meant the golden calf for 
a representation or similitude of the true God ; and it is 
clear that this was directly against the second command- 
ment, even as it is translated in the Douay Bible, " Thou 
shalt not make to thyself a graven thing, nor the likeness 
of anything that is in heaven." (Exodus xx., 4.) 

And that the commandment was meant to prevent their 
making any image of the true God, is clear from what 
Moses impressed on them when, in the 4th chapter of 
Deuteronomy, he reminded them over again of what took 
place when God gave them the commandments on Mount 
Sinai — " Keep, therefore, your souls carefully. You saw 
not any similitude in the day that the Lord God spoke to 
you in Horeb from the midst of the fire ; lest, perhaps, 
being deceived, you might make to you a graven simili- 
tude or image" — v. 15, 16. Where it is plain that God 
was careful to show them no visible form of Himse'.f, for 
fear they should attempt to make an image of Him ; and, 
therefore, Moses warned them to " keep their own souls" 
from making such an image. 

How clear it is that this commandment is against wor- 
shipping the true God by means of an image may be 
understood by what has been said of this commandment 
by Vasquez, the Jesuit, one of the most famous authors 
that the Church of Rome has produced : he says — " Since 
that prohibition of the law of Moses was a positive and 
ceremonial law, it ought to cease in the time of the Gospel ; 
and that which otherwise was lawful and honest by natural 
law — viz., that we should depict images, and use them 
even for adoration, ought to have place in the Gospel 
law !" b which is as much as to say, that since the Church 
of Rome will not keep the law of God about images, we 
must consider the law of God as repealed. 

Our next case is the idol of Michas, or Michal. (Judges 
xvii., Douay Bible, verse 3.) A mother said to her son, 
" I have consecrated and vowed this silver to the Lord, 
that my son may receive it at my hand, and make a graven 
and a molten God' (or thing). Here it was to Jehovah, 
the true God, that the image was consecrated ; and it was 
the Lord that was worshipped and iuquired of before this 
image (chap, xviii., 5, 6), and yet it is colled " the idol of 
Michas." (Verse 31.) 

Again, where Jeroboam made two golden calves, and 
used the very words the Israelites used of Aaron's calf, 
" Behold thy Gods, O Israel, who brought thee out of the 
land of Egypt," it is clear that Jeroboam did not mean 
that the people should forsake the worship of the true God, 
Jehovah, but only that they should worship Him before 

ft "Cum fueril juris positlfi et ceremonialism* legis Mosaics; pro- 
hibillo, tempore legis evangelicse debuit cessare; atque id, quod allai 
jure natural! licilum el honestum en, ul imagines depingeie, et illis 
eLiam uti ad adorailonem, la lege evangelic* locum babere debet," — 
Vaiquei, lib. 2., de adorat. disput 4., cap. 4., tec. 84, p. 8a, Compluti. 
1594. 



these calves, and not in Jerusalem (3 Kings xii., 27, 28, 
Douay Bible ; 1 Kings, Protestant Bible) ; and yet these 
images were called " strange gods." (Chap, xiv., 9.) 

And of Ahab it is said that he " did evil in the sight of 
the Lord above all that were before him. Nor was it 
enough for him to walk in the sins of Jeroboam, the sob 
of Nabat, but he also took to wife Jezebel, daughter of 
Ethbaal, King of the Sidonians ; and he went and served 
Baal and adored him." (Chap, xvi , 30, 31.) Here the 
worship of a false God is spoken of as exceeding in 
wickedness the sin of Jeroboam, which proves that Jero- 
boam did not worship a false god, but only worshipped the 
true God by an image, and yet Jeroboam was punished for 
idolatry. 

And Jehu, too, was zealous for the Lord, Jehovah 
(4 Kings, x. 1G. Douay Bible. 2 Kings, Protestant 
Bible), and destroyed the worship of false gods (verse 
28) : "Yet he departed not from the sins of Jeroboam, 
the son of Nabat, who made Israel to sin; nor did he 
forsake the golden calves" (v. 29). So, it is clear that 
Jehu considered these calves as images to be used in the 
worship of the true God. Jehovah ; and yet for this very 
reason it is said of him, that "Jehu took no heed to walk 
in the law of the Lord God of Israel, with all his heart" 
(v. 31); and for this sin of worshipping the true God, by 
means of an image, "the Lord began to be weary of 
Israel" (v. 32). 

In the New Testament, St. Paul, in the Epistle to the 
Romans, thus convicts the w i?est of the heathens of idola- 
try : " Because that, when they knew God, they hswe 
not glorified Him as God, or given thanks; but became 
vain in their thoughts, and their foolish heart was dar- 
kened. For, professing themselves to be wise, they be- 
came fools. And they changed (he glory of the incorrup- 
tible God into the lihe-eis of the image of a corruptible 
man.'' . . . (Rom. i , 21-23.) And mark the 

punishment : " Wherefore, God gave them up to the de- 
sires of their hearts, unto uncleanness, to dishonour their 
own bodies among themselves" (v. 24). 

The wisest of the heathen did know that there was 
only one true, invisible, spiritual God ; but they wor- 
shipped Him under the image of a man ; and for that God 
gave them up to the vilest of sins. 

Our readers may now understand why the early 
fathers were so strenuous against the use of images in the 
worship of the true God ; and where they learned to abhor 
it as they did. 

And then they may learn to consider more carefully the 
excuses made in the Church of Rome for the use of images 
in worship now. 

When Roman Catholics say that they do not worship 
the images of God or of Christ, but that they only worship 
God or Christ as represented by the image, they do but 
prove themselves guilty of the sin of Aaron and the 
Israelites, for which the Tables from Gods own hand were 
broken ; of the sin of Jeroboam, for which his house was 
cut off from the earth ; of the sin of Jehu, for which the 
Lord began to be weary of Israel ; of the sin of the wisest 
of the heathens, for which God gave them up to the vilest 
abominations. 

But when other Roman Catholics have declared that 
they do worship the image of Christ itself with that very 
worship which is due to Christ himself, they fall into a 
still lower degree of idolatry. 

And when the Church of Rome allows this last and 
lowest idolatry to be preached by bishops and by priests, 
and never ventures to censure or forbid it, she is, at least, 
guilty of conniving at idolatry. We ask our Roman 
Catholic correspondents if they are not horrified at this ? 
Let them come forward and disprove it if they can, before 
we proceed to prove it. 

God has a right to be worshipped by the creatures He 
has made, in whatever way He himself may choose. His 
creatures have no right to tell Him that He shall take 
whatever worship they may choose to give. God will not 
accept a worship which He has forbidden. If alleged infal- 
libility cannot teach men what worship God will accept, 
and what He will reject, then •' let every man deliver 
his own soul." 



THE SEE OF ST. PETER.— No. III. 
Having in our former articles on this subject shown how 
little historical ground there is for holding that St. Peter 
ever was Bishop of Rome, it remains to be considered whe- 
ther, in the absence of direct historical evidence, there 
exists any sufficient indirect evidence from which it can 
safely be implied that he was such Bishop. 

Such a conclusion is not unfrequently attempted to be 
drawn by the supporters of Roman supremacy from cer- 
tain expressions to be found in the writings of the fathers, 
such as calling the Bishops of Rome " successors of the 
Apostles," " successors of St. Peter," possessors of the 
" Apostolic See," the " seat or chair of St. Peter," and 
the like. 

We have shown in our former articles that Rome was 
not exclusively considered as the Apostolic See by the pri- 
mitive Church, but that the cities of Jerusalem, Antioch, 
and Alexandria were also considered, at least down to the 
7th century, as of co-equal dignity and power with Rome. 
This is a matter of great importance to be remembered 
when considering the weight and meaning of such pat- 
sages as we have just alluded to. 

We have now to add, that many other Bishops than 



